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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities; on page 3, line 27, remove 
the word "to" that appears before "the Ethernet". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 12, 20, and 21 are objected to because of the following informalities: "the legacy 
output data" lacks antecedence. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the database" lacks antecedence. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the initial step of loading the legacy 
software in the system server" lacks antecedence. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 12 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the step of assigning a unique 
identifier" lacks antecedence. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the legacy output signal" lacks 
antecedence. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim 26 is objected to because of the following informalities: "each legacy output data" lacks 
antecedence. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 7, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. The use of the word "comprehensive" renders the claim unclear. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation "the Ethernet" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 9 recites the limitation "the camera zone" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "the zone of the camera" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "the unique location" in lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 15 recites the limitation "the printer port output signal" in lines 1-2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "the legacy device database" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "the Ethernet" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 24 recites the limitation "the camera zone" in line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 24 recites the limitation "the zone of the camera" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "the unique location" in lines 1-2. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
The use of conditional statements using the word "if renders the claims unclear. It is unknown whether 
applicant intends to claim the material in the conditional statements. For the purposes of examination, all 
conditional statements are assumed to evaluate as false. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims 1-5, 8, 11-14, 16-18, 21-22, and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sheikh in view of Richman. 

With respect to claim 1, Sheikh discloses a method for collecting data from a device in a non- 
intrusive manner and transmitting it to a comprehensive networked system, comprising the steps of: 

a. reading the output data generated by a device (fig. 1, items 128 and 129); 

b. transmitting the output data to a system server (fig. 1, items 124,129, 128, 127, 126, 123, 120, 
and 100); and 

c. managing the output data via the system server (col. 4, lines 63-67). 

Sheikh does not disclose expressly that the data collected from a device in a non-intrusive 
manner could be legacy data from a legacy device. 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 

Sheikh and Richman are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
computing systems. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
Sheikh's system to utilize legacy devices for the client systems. 

The motivation fordoing so would have been to allow Sheikh's system to incorporate equipment 
that is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Richman with Sheikh for the benefit of reduced 
costs and equipment reuse to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1. 

With respect to claim 2, Sheikh further discloses the step of assigning an identifier to the output 
data for defining the type of device (col. 4, lines 51-52, 53). 
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With respect to claim 3, Sheikh further discloses that the identifier also identifies the location of 
the device (col. 4, line 53). 

With respect to claim 4, Sheikh further discloses that the reading step comprises reading the 
output data on an RS232 output port of the device (col. 3, lines 36-38). 

With respect to claim 5, Sheikh further discloses that the reading step comprises reading the 
output data on a serial output port of the device (col. 6 t line 9). 

With respect to claim 8, Sheikh further discloses that the data is transmitted in the transmitting 
step via the Ethernet (col. 6, lines 52-58). 

With respect to claim 11, Sheikh further discloses a plurality of devices, each producing a unique 
output signal, each of which is transmitted to the networked system in the transmitting step (col. 4, lines 
51-52). 

With respect to claim 12, Sheikh further discloses the step of assigning a unique identifier to the 
output data for defining each device (col. 4, lines 51-52). 

With respect to claim 13, Sheikh further discloses that each unique identifier also identifies the 
unique location of the device (col. 4, line 53). 

With respect to claim 14, Sheikh further discloses a plurality of systems, each system including a 
device producing an output signal, and wherein the plurality of systems are not compatible with one 
another (col. 5, lines 66-67; col. 6, lines 1-6). 

With respect to claim 16, Sheikh discloses an apparatus for collecting data from a device in a 
non-intrusive manner and transmitting it to a comprehensive networked system, comprising: 

a. network server (fig. 1, item 100); 

b. a device having an output port through which an output signal is transmitted (fig. 1, item 124); 

c. a transmitter for transmitting the output signal to the network server (fig. 1 , item 128). 
Sheikh does not disclose expressly that the data collected from a device in a non-intrusive 

manner could be legacy data from a legacy device. 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 
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Sheikh and Richman are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
computing systems. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
Sheikh's system to utilize legacy devices for the client systems. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Sheikh's system to incorporate equipment 
that is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Richman with Sheikh for the benefit of reduced 
costs and equipment reuse to obtain the invention as specified in claim 16. 

With respect to claim 17, Sheikh further discloses that the output port is a serial output port (col. 
6, line 9). 

With respect to claim 18, Sheikh further discloses that the output port is an RS232 port (col. 13, 
lines 36-38). 

With respect to claim 21, Sheikh further discloses that the server is adapted for assigning an 
identifier to the output data for identifying the device (col. 4, lines 51-52). 

With respect to claim 22, Sheikh further that the transmitter is the Ethernet (col. 6, lines 52-58). . 

With respect to claim 25, Sheikh further discloses a plurality of devices (fig. 1 , items 122 and 
124), each producing a unique output signal, each of which is transmitted to the networked system by the 
transmitter (col. 4, lines 51-52). 

With respect to claim 26, Sheikh further discloses that a unique identifier is assigned to each 
output data for defining each device (col. 4, lines 51-52). 

With respect to claim 27, Sheikh further discloses that each unique identifier also identifies the 
unique location of the device (col. 4, line 53). 

With respect to claim 28, Sheikh further discloses a plurality of systems, each system including a 
device producing an output signal, and wherein the plurality of systems are not compatible with one 
another (col. 5, lines 66-67; col. 6, lines 1-6). 

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Klayh in view of 
Richman. 
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Klayh discloses a method for capturing data, comprising: 

capturing device data in a multi-media system server (par. 45, lines 2-3); 

creating a socket (par. 102, line 4); 

reading the data from the socket (par. 102, lines 5-6); and 

storing the data in a database associated with the server (par. 45, lines 2-3; fig. 1, item 9). 
Klayh does not disclose expressly that the captured data could be legacy data from a legacy 

device. 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 

Klayh and Richman are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
computing systems. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
Klayh's system to utilize legacy devices. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Klayh's system to incorporate equipment 
that is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Richman with Klayh for the benefit of reduced 
costs and equipment reuse to obtain the invention as specified in claim 32. 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roy in view of Richman. 

Roy discloses a method for managing data, comprising: 

receiving an alert signal at a multi-media system server (col. 22, lines 1-3); and 

zooming, by a camera, to a location of the alert based on the proximity of the camera to the 
location (col. 22, lines 8-11). 

Roy does not disclose expressly that the alert signal could be from a legacy device. 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 

Roy and Richman are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
computing systems. 
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At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
Roy's system to utilize legacy devices. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Roy's system to incorporate equipment that 
is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Richman with Roy for the benefit of reduced 
costs and equipment reuse to obtain the invention as specified in claim 33. 

Claims 6 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sheikh in view 
of Richman as applied to claims 1 and 16 above, and further in view of Evans. 

With respect to claim 6, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the device includes a 
processor having open database connectivity and wherein the reading step comprises reading the output 
data in the database. 

Evans discloses that it is known that systems can support open database connectivity (col. 4, 
lines 9-10) and that it is possible to read data from a database (col. 5, lines 25-28). 

Sheikh, Richman, and Evans are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of computer systems. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Sheikh and Richman's method to include a device with open database connectivity and to. allow 
data to be read from that database, as taught by Evans. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Sheikh and Richman's system to have an 
organized system of data storage that is accessible by a server. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Evans with Sheikh and Richman for the benefit 
of data storage and accessibility to obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 

With respect to claim 20, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the device includes 
open database connectivity and wherein the transmitter device receives the output data from the device 
database. 

Evans discloses that it is known that systems can support open database connectivity (col. 4, 
lines 9-10) and that it is possible to read and transmit data from a database (col. 5, lines 25-28). 
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Sheikh, Richman, and Evans are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Sheikh and Richman's apparatus to include a device with open database connectivity and to allow 
data to be read and transmitted from that database, as taught by Evans. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Sheikh and Richman's system to have an 
organized system of data storage that is accessible by a server. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Evans with Sheikh and Richman for the benefit 
of data storage and accessibility to obtain the invention as specified in claim 20. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sheikh in view of Richman 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Brockway. 

Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the comprehensive networked system 
includes a server and wherein the device is driven by software, the method further including the initial 
step of loading the software in the system server and wherein the device output data is transmitted to the 
server and managed by the software, and wherein the reading step includes reading the output data 
transmitted to the server. 

Brockway discloses that it is known that it is possible to install driver software on a system server 
(col. 2, line 58) and that it is possible to transmit data to the server and for the server to read and manage 
that data (col. 2, lines 59-62). 

Sheikh, Richman, and Brockway are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
install driver software on Sheik and Richman's system, and to allow that software to manage the flow of 
data to the system, as taught by Brockway. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Sheik and Richman's system to have an 
organized and controlled method of data transfer between remote clients and the server. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Brockway with Sheikh and Richman for the 
benefit of improved data transfer to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 

Claims 9, 10, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sheikh 
in view of Richman as applied to claims 1 and 16 above, and further in view of Hollenberg. 

With respect to claims 9 and 24, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the 
networked system includes a camera activated by an event in the camera zone, and wherein an output 
signal from a device in the zone of the camera will activate the camera. 

Hollenberg discloses that it is known that devices can be activated by signals from other nodes 
on a network (col. 1 1 , lines 55-58), including cameras (col. 1 1 , line 45). 

Sheikh, Richman, and Hollenberg are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
equip Sheikh and Richman's system with a camera that could be activated by a signal from another 
component, as taught by Hollenberg. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a remote administrator of Sheikh and 
Richman's system to obtain a visual image of the physical environment of the system when activated by 
another component, this component being an error-detection type of component. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hollenberg with Sheikh and Richman for the 
benefit of visual monitoring of the system to obtain the inventions as specified in claims 9 and 24. 

With respect to claims 10 and 23, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the 
networked system includes networked appliances responsive to an event, and wherein an output signal 
from a device will activate an appliance response. 

Hollenberg discloses that it is known that devices can be activated by signals from other nodes 
on a network (col. 11, lines 55-58). 

Sheikh, Richman, and Hollenberg are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
equip Sheikh and Richman's system with an appliance, such as a camera, that could be activated by a 
signal from another component, as taught by Hollenberg. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a remote administrator of Sheikh and 
Richman's system to utilize such an appliance to obtain a visual image of the physical environment of the 
system when activated by another component, this component being an error-detection type of 
component. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hollenberg with Sheikh and Richman for the 
benefit of visual monitoring of the system to obtain the invention as specified in claims 10 and 23. 

Claims 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sheikh in view 
of Richman as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hauck. 

With respect to claim 15, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the output signal is 
the printer port output signal. 

Hauck discloses that it is known that a printer port can be used to output data from a device (col. 
9, lines 38-40). 

Sheikh, Richman, and Hauck are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Sheikh and Richman's system to utilize a printer port for an output port, as taught by Hauck. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide Sheikh and Richman's system with 
another means of outputting signals. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hauck with Sheikh and Richman for the benefit 
of additional output means to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15. 

With respect to claim 19, Sheikh and Richman do not disclose expressly that the output port is a 
printer port. 

Hauck discloses that it is known that a printer port can be used to output data from a device (col. 
9, lines 38-40). 
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Sheikh, Richman, and Hauck are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Sheikh and Richman's system to utilize a printer port for an output port, as taught by Hauck. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide Sheikh and Richman's system with 
another means of outputting signals. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hauck with Sheikh and Richman for the benefit 
of additional output means to obtain the invention as specified in claim 19. 

Claims 29 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lotito in view 
of Gaul, Neill, and Richman. 

Lotito discloses a method for capturing data using a serial output port, comprising: 

testing an input port (col. 17, line 25); 

determining if a log is open (col. 40, lines 26-27); 

writing the data to the output port (col. 45, lines 60-61). 

Lotito does not disclose expressly the method of testing a socket connection to a server or writing 
the data to the socket or that the captured output data could be legacy output data from a legacy device. 
Gaul discloses that it is known that a socket's connection to a server can be tested (par. 68, lines 

1-3). 

Neill discloses that it is known that data can be written to a socket (col. 6, line 20). 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 

Lotito, Gaul, Neill, and Richman are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of electronic systems. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
and test a socket connection on Lotito's system, as taught by Gaul. It would also have been obvious to 
write data to the socket, as taught by Neill. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to retrieve his or her messages via 
the Internet reliably. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that 
Lotito's system could utilize legacy devices as taught by Richman. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Lotito's system to incorporate equipment 
that is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Gaul, Neill, and Richman with Lotito for the 
benefit of Internet accessibility and cost reduction to obtain the invention as specified in claims 29 and 31 . 

Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hebel in view of Dean 
and Richman. 

Hebel discloses a method for capturing data using a system computer, comprising: 

reading a database (col. 6, lines 40-41); 

saving the read database in a server (col. 6, lines 42-43). 

Hebel does not disclose expressly the method step of checking a socket connection to a server. 
Hebel also does not disclose expressly that the captured data could be legacy data, that the system 
computer could be a legacy system computer, or that the database and server could be a legacy 
database and a legacy server. 

Dean discloses that it is known that a socket connection to a server can be checked (col. 7, lines 

35,37). 

Richman discloses that it is known that legacy devices can be incorporated into systems and that 
data can be obtained from them (col. 16, lines 54-56). 

Hebel, Dean, and Richman are analogous art because they are all from the same field of * 
endeavor of computing systems. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to allow Hebel's system to check a 
socket's connection to a server, as taught by Dean. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to increase the reliability of the system by checking 
the socket to ensure that it is connected to a server. 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to allow Hebel's system to utilize legacy 
devices, as taught by Richman. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to allow Hebel's system to incorporate equipment 
that is already owned and in place to reduce costs for the system implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dean and Richman with Hebel for the benefit 
of socket reliability and reduced costs to obtain the invention as specified in claim 30. 
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